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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This office action is in response to applicant's amendment filed July 27, 2009. 
Claims 21-37 are still pending in the present application. This action is made FINAL. 
Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 21-37 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 21-23, 30, 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gutta (US Pat. No. 6,727,914) in view of Danker et al. (US PG 
Pub. No. 2004/0172662). 

Regarding claim 21 (Currently Amended), Gutta teaches a method of displaying 
content recommendations to a user (Abstract), the method comprising: monitoring 
content viewed on a content viewing device by a user (col. 2, lines 9-24) ; determining, 
by a content recommendation engine, a content recommendation based on the 
monitored content viewed on the content viewing device by the user (col. 2, lines 25- 
34)i_and allowing the user to selectively view on the content viewing device the 
recommended content or content of the selected channel, wherein the content 
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recommendation is provided by the content recommendation engine to the content 
viewing device of user prior to allowing the user to view the content of the selected 
channel on the content viewing device (Abstract; col. 2, lines 9-34; Fig. 1, 140, 145, 
150). 

Gutta teaches all the claim limitations as stated above, except detecting when a 
user initiates a channel change event on the content viewing device; providing the 
content recommendation to the content viewing device of the user in response to 
detecting a user initiating a channel change event on the content viewing device, the 
channel change event associated with the user selecting a channel on the content 
viewing device. 

However, Danker et al. teaches detecting when a user initiates a channel change 
event on the content viewing device (Abstract); providing the content recommendation 
to the content viewing device of the user in response to detecting a user initiating a 
channel change event on the content viewing device, the channel change event 
associated with the user selecting a channel on the content viewing device (Abstract; 
Figs. 3a & 3b; 0045 discloses the recommendation via trigger, 0050 discloses the 
trigger is a channel change). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to detect a channel change and recommend 
content when it occurs, in order to increase viewing of video on demand programming 
with the timely recommendation of similar programming for increased profitability. 
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Regarding claim 22, Gutta in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the content recommendation is provided using one 
or more of a rating engine, recommendation engine and profile engine. 

However, Gutta teaches the content recommendation is provided using one or 
more of a rating engine, recommendation engine and profile engine (Abstract discloses 
the recommendations based on user profile, examiner interprets as recommendation 
and profile engine). 

Regarding claim 23, Gutta in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the providing the content recommendation 
comprises: generating at least one recommendation of local or remote content. 

However, Danker et al. teaches the providing the content recommendation 
comprises: generating at least one recommendation of local or remote content 
(Abstract; Fig. 4, 416/418 shows the VOD content is remote). 

System claims 30, 37 are rejected for the same reasons as stated above in the 
corresponding method claims. 

Claims 24-25, 28-29, 31, 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Trajkovic et al. (US PG Pub. No. 2004/0003392) in view of 
Danker et al. (US PG Pub. No. 2004/0172662). 

Regarding claim 24 (Currently Amended), Trajkovic et al. teaches a method of 
providing to a user a user perceptible indicator of available content (Abstract; Fig. 1), 
the method comprising: monitoring content viewed on content viewing devices by a 
plurality of users, wherein the plurality of users is pre-selected by the user (Fig. 2a; 
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Steps 125 and 127 show where the content of the group viewing is monitored and a 
profile is created, whereby the user selected the group by choosing to watch with them 
in steps 110/11 5/1 20); determining, by a content recommendation engine, a content 
recommendation based on the monitored content viewed on a content viewing device 
by the user (Fig. 2a; 170 shows the recommendation based on the group profile 127); 
generating the user perceptible indicator of at least a portion of the content viewed on 
the content viewing devices by the plurality of users; and providing for interaction of the 
user with the user perceptible indicator (Fig. 1, 20; Fig. 2a, 170). 

Trajkovic et al. teaches all the claim limitations as stated above, except detecting 
when a user initiates a change in system state: in response to detecting when a user 
initiates a change in system state , generating the user perceptible indicator of at least a 
portion of the content viewed on the content viewing devices by the plurality of users; 
and providing for interaction of the user with the user perceptible indicator. 

However, Danker et al. teaches detecting when a user initiates a change in 
system state (Abstract) ; in response to detecting when a user initiates a change in 
system state , generating the user perceptible indicator of at least a portion of the 
content viewed on the content viewing devices by the plurality of users (Figs. 3a & 3b; 
Fig. 4, 410); and providing for interaction of the user with the user perceptible indicator 
(Abstract; Figs. 3a & 3b; 0045 discloses the recommendation via trigger, 0050 discloses 
the trigger is a channel change; Fig. 5, 526 shows a of client devices; however, Danker 
modifies the viewing of the plurality of users in a group in front of a set of entertainment 
devices as shown in Trajkovic). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to detect a channel change and recommend 
content when it occurs, in order to increase viewing of video on demand programming 
with the timely recommendation of similar programming for increased profitability. 

Regarding claim 25, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the monitoring comprises: detecting content viewed 
by a subset of the plurality of users. 

However, Trajkovic et al. teaches the monitoring comprises: detecting content 
viewed by a subset of the plurality of users (Fig. 2b). 

Regarding claim 28, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the change in system state comprises a channel 
change event. 

However, Danker et al. teaches the change in system state comprises a channel 
change event (Abstract; Figs. 3a & 3b; 0045 discloses the recommendation via trigger, 
0050 discloses the trigger is a channel change). 

Regarding claim 29, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the interacting further comprises: responding to 
signals generated by a user-operated remote control device. 

However, Trajkovic et al. teaches the interacting further comprises: responding to 
signals generated by a user-operated remote control device (0020). 

Regarding claim 35, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the change channel event is associated with the 
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user selecting a new channel and wherein the user perceptible indicator is configured to 
allow the user to selectively view the recommended content or content of the new 
channel. 

However, Danker et al. teaches the change channel event is associated with the 
user selecting a new channel and wherein the user perceptible indicator is configured to 
allow the user to selectively view the recommended content or content of the new 
channel (Fig. 4). 

Regarding claim 36, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the user perceptible indicator is provided to the user 
prior to allowing the user to view the content of the new channel. 

However, Danker et al. teaches the user perceptible indicator is provided to the 
user prior to allowing the user to view the content of the new channel (Fig. 4). 

System claims 31, 34 are rejected for the same reasons as stated above in the 
corresponding method claims. 

Claims 26-27, 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Trajkovic et al. (US PG Pub. No. 2004/0003392) in view of 
Danker et al. (US PG Pub. No. 2004/0172662) in further view of applicant's 
admitted prior art Alexander et al. (US Pat. No. 6,177,931). 

Regarding claim 26, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the change in system state comprises activation of a 
client device. 
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However, Alexander et al. teaches the change in system state comprises 
activation of a client device (col. 28, lines 24-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to generate the indicator for content view by 
multiple user and provide interactivity when a client device is activated, in order to 
provide a customizable way to display a program guide based on the user's profile 
information. 

Regarding claim 27, Trajkovic et al. in view of Danker et al. teaches all the claim 
limitations as stated above, except the change in system state comprises activation of a 
television viewing system or set top box associated with the user. 

However, Alexander et al. teaches the change in system state comprises 
activation of a television viewing system or set top box associated with the user (col. 28, 
lines 30-32). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to generate the indicator for content view by 
multiple user and provide interactivity when a television system is activated, in order to 
provide a customizable way to display a program guide based on the user's profile 
information. 

System claims 32-33 are rejected for the same reasons as stated above in the 
corresponding method claims. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Lang et al. US Pat. No. 5,983,214 

b. Schaffer et al. US PG Pub. No. 2002/0108113 

c. Hane et al. US PG Pub. No. 2002/0157096 

d. Agnihotri et al. US PG Pub. No. 2002/0178440 

e. Shaffer et al. US Pat. No. 6,934,964 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JONATHAN LEWIS whose telephone number is 
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(571)270-3233. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 7:30 AM - 5:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Pendleton can be reached on (571) 272-7527. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James Sheleheda/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2424 



